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REMARKS 

Status of the Claims 

Claims 1-44 are all the claims pending in this application. As indicated in the 

Ollfcti Action, Claims 1-44 stand rejected, as follows: 

Claims 12, 23, 35, 36, 39 and 42 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(c) as being 
anticipated by Arora (2004/0064568); and 

. Claims ML 13-22, 24o4, 37, 38, 40 and 41 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(A) as being unpatentable over Arora, <•?/ ai (2004/00664568) and further in view of 
Atkinson, ct al (2002/OOI2329). 

Reconsideration and allowance of the Claims arc respectfully requested in view of 
the following remarks. 

Rejection of Claims Under 35 U.S.C S 102(c) 

Claims 12. 23, 35, 36, 39 and 42 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(c) as being 

anticipated by Arora (2004/0064568). The cited claims include features not diselosed in Arora 
and overcome the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). as follows; 
A. Claim 12: 

(i) A method for locating at least one target dcviee.that supports a required 
service in an ad-hoc communications network connecting at least one deviee and supporting at least 
one service, wherein each said at least one target device is one of said at least one device and the 
required service is one of said at. least one service, comprising: 

The lixamincr contends that Aurora in the Abstract discloses the subject matter of 
the preamble. The Abstract discloses a peer to peer network including selected peers having a 
distributed index mechanism for indexing and searching for peer presence information; providing a 



87507 vl 



09/05/2007 16:05 FAX 202 857 3730 



MORGAN & FINNEGAN 



©017/030 



Serial No. 10/662,470 -16- Ducket No. 4208-4148 

Amendment Under 37 C.F.R. ^ 1,111 Response to June 8, 2007, Office Action 

peer notification service; a peer discovery service and enabling peers to communicate with one 
another. There is no disclosure in the Abstract or elsewhere in the cited reference of a method of 
locating a target device that supports a required service, e.g. printing, faxing , as described in 
applicants specification at Paragraph 001 0 and 001 3. Aurora fails to address the problem or suggest 
a solution to locating target devices in ar- ad hoc network providing required services, e.g. printing, 
faxing for another device in the network. 

(ii) conducting an inquiry of the ad-hoc communications network to discover at 
least one nearby peer device in said at le.ist one device, the inquiry including an indication that said 
at least one nearby device may include a middleware layer, said middleware layer being middleware 
software for providing application and service discovery; 

1 000 1 1 The Examiner contends that Aurora at Paragraphs 14-15; 66: 129-131: 133; 137 

and Figure 2 disclose the subject mat.er of feature (ii). The cited Paragraphs disclose a peer 
device including a /one for a distributed index: a hashing mechanism, and a routing mechanism, 
The distributed index provides (unctions for peers to join and leave a network: index and retrieve- 
content and process queries for content or peer presence in the network. In contrast, applicants 
disclose a peer device including a middleware layer with an API that negotiates the 
communication between two applications to help, an application find a. counterpart application 
with the correct role for providing a required service. A distributed index responds to a peer 
query or directs the query to another distributed index. The distributed index does not negotiate 
communication between two applications to find an application with the correct role. A 
distributed index does not equate to a middleware layer. 
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(00021 (ii>) when the inquiry includes the indication thai, said ai least one nearby peer 

device may include the middleware layer: 

creating a connection to said at least one nearby peer device. 

The Examiner contends that Arora at Paragraphs 65-66. 128-129. 149 discloses the 
subject mailer of feature (iii). The cited Paragraphs describe a distributed index mechanism, peer 
devices and pccr-to-pccr platforms for interoperability of peer devices. Applicants can find no 
disclosure in the cited Paragraphs for creating a connection between two peer devices when ihcre is 
an indication that a nearby device includes a middleware layer, as described in Applicants' 
specification at Paragraphs 00! 0 and 0052. Aurora does not disclose a middleware layer. Nor is a 
distributed index the equivalent of a middleware layer. Finally, the distributed index does not 
establish a connection with a querying device, but directs the querying device to a source for the 
query. Arora fails to disclose the subject matter of feature (iii). 

(iv) confirming whether the peer device includes the middleware layer: 

The IZxaminer contends fiat Arora at Paragraphs 1 6- 1 7 disclose the .subject mailer of 
feature (iv). Paragraphs 16-17 disclose a peer device being notified when a peer joins a peer 
session, there is no disclosure in the cited Paragraphs of the peer device confirming another peer 
device contains a middleware layer. There is not even a disclosure in the cited Paragraphs that 
another peer device contains a distributed index. Arora fails to disclose the subject mailer of feature 
(iv). 

(v) when the peer device includes the middleware layer sending a service 
discovery request to the peer device; 

The Examiner contends s.hat Arora at Paragraphs 1 5; 1.8: 65; 74: 79; 109; and 35.1 
disclose the subject matter of feature (v). The cited Paragraphs describe a peer search or query 
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via the distributed index to discover the presence of other participating peers. A peer registers a 
query in the distributed index to discover another peer. The queries may be routed to other 
peers. An instant messaging index may be used to route messages between peers. Applicants 
can find no disclosure in the cited Paragraphs nor has the Examiner identified any disclosure in 
the cited Paragraphs regarding a device in an ad hoc network containing a middleware layer to 
perform application and service discovery for other devices. Discovering the presence of other 
devices in the P2P network via a distributed index does not equate to executing a middleware 
layer for applications or service discovery, as described in Applicants' specification at Paragraph 
0010. Arora fails to disclose the subject matter of feature (v). 

(vi) receiving a response to the service discovery request, the response including 

distributed information. 

10003 1 The Examiner contends that Arora at Paragraphs 76; %; 100: 106; 141 

and 214 discloses the subject matter o" feature (vi). The cited Paragraphs disclose information, 
e.g. services and applications provided to peers upon joining a peer session. In contrast. 
Applicants specification at Paragraph 0010 discloses distributed information as associations 
between the services such as required service, and devices such as the target devices. Applicants 
can not find in the cited Paragraphs where the distributed information describes required services 
and associated target devices, as described in Applicants' specification at: Paragraph 0010. Arora 
fails to disclose the subject matter of feature (vi). 

(vii) wherein the distributed information includes at least one reference to the 
required service, an association between each reference and one of said at least one target device, 
and state information about said at least one target device. 
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The Examiner contends dial Arora at Paragraphs 74. 1 23. 1 32 and 605-606 
discloses the subject matter of feature (vii). The cited Paragraphs disclose a peer information 
protocol which may include specific information about the current state of a peer: message 
count; network traffic performed by the peer; u peer identifier of the peer being queried and other 
data related to the peer operation. Applicants can find no disclosure relating to the association 
between a required service and a target device and the status of the target device. Arora fails to 
disclose the subject matter of feature (vii). 

Summarizing, Arora discloses peer to peer network including a distributed index 
enabling peer devices to discover each other; communicate with each other and cooperate to 
form peer groups and share network resources. In contrast, claim 12 discloses a peer to peer 
network including peer devices having a middleware software layer with an API that negotiates 
communication between two applications to help an application find a counterpart application 
with the correct role. A distributed indix in a peer device is a directory and docs not equate to a 
middleware software layer in a peer device negotiating communication between two applications 
to ilnd a counterpart application, as described in Applicants' specification at Paragraphs 35 and 
36. Nor does the distributed index use communication protocols for linking peer devices to each 
' other, as described in Applicants' specification at Paragraph 22. 

The rejection of claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) is without support in the cited 
art. Withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of claim 12 are requested. 

B. Claim 23: 

Claim 23 describes claim 12 in program product form. Claim 23 describes 
features corresponding to the features in claim 1 2 and not disclosed in Arora. The rejection of 
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claim 23, based on Arora, is without support in the cited art. Withdrawal of the rejection and 
allowance of claim 23 are requested. 

C. Claim 35 : 

(i) A method for locating a target device that supports a required service in an 
ad-hoc communications network connecting at least one device and supporting at least one service, 
wherein the target device is one of said a: least one device and the required service is one of said at 

least one service, comprising: 

There is no disclosure in \rora. the cited reference, of a method of locating a target 
device thai supports a required service, e.g. printing, faxing . as described in applicants specificatior 
at Paragraph 0010 and 0013. Aurora fails to address the problem or suggest, a solution to locating 
target devices in an ad hoc network providing required services, e.g. printing, taxing for another 

device in the network 

(ii) maintaining a distributed database to associate each said at least one service 

to at least one of said at least one device; 

The Examiner contends Arora at Paragraphs 168: 4*4; 51 3 and 555 discloses the 
subject matter of feature (ii). The cited Paragraphs describe module class identifiers; peer-to-peer 
platform discovery services; rendezvous peers, and peer advertising. Applicants can find no 
disclosure in the cited Paragraphs of a di stributed database associating each service to til least one 
device as described in Applicants" specification at paragraph 0010. 

(Hi) conducting an inquiry of the ad-hoc communications network to 
discover at least one nearby device in said at least one device, the inquiry including an indication 
that said at least one nearby device may include a middleware layer, said middleware layer being 
middleware software for providing application and service discovery; and 
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Applicants distinguished feature (iii) from the cited art. in the consideration 

of claim 12, feature (it). 

iv) accessing the distributed database to determine whether said at least 

one nearby device includes the required .service. 

The Examiner contends that Arora at Paragraphs 74; 123; 132; 168; 555; 
574; and 605-606 describes the claimed subject, matter of leature (iv ). AppI iennts have 
demonstrated in the consideration of the above feature (ii) there is no disclosure in Arora ol a 
distributed database in terms of required sen-ices and target devices. 

Summarizing, Arora fails to disclose the sub ject matter of the above features 
(i) (iv) for the above indicated reasons. The rejection of claim 35 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) is 
without support, in the cited ait Withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of claim 35 are 
requested. 

1>. Claim 39 

(i) A computer program product for locating a target device that supports a 
required service in an ad-hoc communications network connecting at least one device and 
supporting at least one service, wherein One target device is one of said at least one device and the 
required service is one of said at least one service, comprising; 

This feature was distinguished from Arora. the cited prior art. in the consideration of 

claim 35, feature (i). 

a computer readable medium storing: 

(ii) program code for maintaining a distributed database to associate each said at 
least one service to at least, one of said at least one device; 

The Examiner contends Arora at Paragraphs 1 68; 484; 5 1 .3 and 555 discloses the 
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subject mailer of feature (ii). The cited art discloses a module class identifier; discovery services 
and rendezvous peers, and peer advertising. Applicants can find no disclosure in the cited 
Paragraphs wherein a distributed database contains a listing of peer devices and services and 
associates each service to at least one device, as described in Applicants" specification al Paragraphs 

0013; 0045 and 0046. 

(iv) program code for condueting an inquiry of the ad-hoc communications 

network to discover at least one nearby device in said at least one device, the inquiry including an 
indication that said at least one nearby device may include a. middleware layer, said middleware 
layer being middleware software for providing application and service discovery; and 

This feature was distinguished from Arora, the cited prior art. in ihe consideration of 

claim 35, feature (iii). 

(v) program code (or accessing the distributed database to determine whether 

said at least one nearby device includes the required service. 

This feature was distinguished from Arora, the cited prior art. in the consideration of 

claim 35. feature (iv). 

Summarizing, Arora fail;; to disclose die subject matter of the above features (i) (v) 
for the above indicated reasons. The rejection of claim 39 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02 (c) is without 
support in the cited art. Withdrawal of tne rejection and allowance of claim 39 are requested. 

K. Claim 42 : 

(i) A system tor locating a target device that, supports a required service 
in an ad-hoc communications network connecting at least one device and supporting at least one 
service, wherein the target device is one of said at least one device and the required service is one of 
said al least one service, comprising: 
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This feature was distinguished from Arora, the cited prior art. in the 

consideration of claim 35, feature (i ) 

(ti) means for maintaining a distributed database to associate each said at 

least one service to at least one of said at least one device: 

This feature was distinguished from Arora, the cited prior art, in the 

consideration of claim 39, feature (ii) 

(iii) means for conducting an inquiry of the ad-hoc communications 
network to discover at least one nearby device in said at least one device, the inquiry including t 
indication that said at least one nearby device may include a middleware layer, said middlcw 
layer being middleware software for providing application and service discovery; and 

This feature was distinguished from Arora in the consideration of claim 35, 

feature (iii). 

(iv) means for accessing the distributed database to determine whether 
said at least one nearby device includes 1 he required service. 

This feature was distinguished from Arora, the cited prior art, in the 

consideration of claim 39, feature (v). 

Summarizing, Arora fails to disclose the subject matter of the above features 
(i) - (iv) for the above indicated reasons. The rejection of claim 42 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02 (e) is 
without support in the cited art. Withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of claim 42 are 
requested. 

P. Claim 36: 

(i ) The method of claim 35, further comprising: 
establishing a link connection with said at least one nearby device if .the 
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distributed database includes an association between said at least one nearby device and the required 
service. 

The Examiner contends that Arora at Paragraphs 74; 123; 132; 128-129; 
149 and 605-606 as modified by Atkinson discloses the subject matter of claim 36. The feature 
was distinguished from Arora. the cited prior art. in the consideration of claim 35. feature (iii). 
Atkinson docs not supply the missing disclosure in Arora related to an association between a 

nearby device and required service. 

The combination of Arora and Atkinson fails to disclose the subject mailer 
of claim 36. The rejection of claim 36 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is without support in the cited 
prior art. Withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of claim 36 are requested. 
Rejection of Claims Under 35 IJ.S.C. 103 

Claims 1-11. 13-22. 24-34, 37, 38. 40 and 41 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C.8 103(a) as being unpatentable over Arora el at. (2004/00664568). hereinafter Arora 
and further in view of Atkinson et ai (2002/0012329), hereinafter Atkinson. The cited claims 
include features not disclosed or suggested in Arora in view of Aikinson and overcome the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C § 103 (a), as follows 
A. Claim 1 : 

(i) A system for locating ai least one target device that supports a required 
service in an ad-hoe communications network connecting at least one device and supporting at least 
one service, wherein each said at least one target device is one of said at least one device and the 
required service is one of said at least one service, comprising: 

This feature was distinguished from .Arora, the cited art. in the consideration of 
claim 35, feature (i). Aikinson relates to the fly execution of software instructions and does not 
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supply the missing disclosure in Arora related lo locating a target device that supports a required 
service. 

(ii) processor disposed in communication with the memory device, the processor 

configured to: 

conduct an inquiry of the ad-hoc communications network to discover at least one 
nearby peer device in said at least one device, the inquiry including an indication that said at least 
one nearby device may include a middleware layer, said middleware layer being middleware 
software lor providing application and service discovery; 

The feature was distinguished from Arora.. the cited art, in the consideration of claim 
35.. feature (ii). Atkinson does not supply the missing feature related to a middleware layer for 
providing application and service discovery. 

(iii) when the inquiry includes the indication that said at least one nearby peer 

device may include the middleware layer: 

This feature was distinguished from Arora, the cited art in the consideration of claim 
12, feature (iii). Atkinson does not supply the missing feature in Arora related lo an indication that 
at least one nearby deviee may include a middleware layer. 

(iv) create a connection to said at least one nearby peer deviee: 

This feature was distinguished from Arora. the cited art in the consideration of claim 
12, feature (iii). Atkinson does not supply the missing feature in Arora related to creating a 
connection when a middleware layer is indicated. 

(V) confirm whether the peer device includes the middleware layer; 

This feature was distinguished from Arora, the cited art in the consideration of claim 
12. feature (iv). Atkinson does not supply the missing feature in Arora related lo creating a 
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connection when a middleware layer is indicated. 

(vi) when the peer device includes the middleware layer: 
send a service discovery request to the peer device; and 

This feature was distinguished from Arora. the cited art, in the consideration 
ol' claim 1 2, feature (v). Atkinson does rot supply the missing feature in Arora related to sending a 
discovery request when a middleware layer is indicated. 

(vii) receive a response to the service discovery request, the response including 

distributed in formation. 

This feature was distinguished from Arora. the cited art, in die consideration 
of claim 12. feature (vi). Atkinson does not supply the missing feature in Arora, the cited prior art. 
related to sending a discovery request when a middleware layer is indicated. 

(viii ) wherein the distributed information includes at least otic reference to the 
required service, an association bet ween each reference and one of .said at least one target device, 
and slate information about said at least one target device. 

This feature was distinguished from Arora. the cited art. in the consideration of 
claim 12, feature (vii). Atkinson does not supply the missing feature in Arora, the cited prior art, 
related to distributed information including a reference to required service: an association between a 
target device and a required service, and state information. 

Summarizing. Arora in view of Atkinson fails to disclose the subject matter of the 
above features (i) - (viii) for the above indicated reasons. The rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103 (a) is without support in the cited art. Withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of claim 1 
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(i) A system for locating a target device thai supports a required service 
in an ad-hoc communications network connecting at least one device and supporting at least one 
service, wherein the target device is one of said at least one device and the required service is one of 
said at least one service, comprising: 

This feature was distinguished from Atora. the cited art. in the consideration 
of claim 12. feature (ii). Atkinson does not supply the missing feature in Arora, the cited prior art. 
related to locating a target device thai supports a required service. 

a memory device, and 

(ii) a processor disposed in communication with the memory device, the 

processor configured to: 

maintain a distributed database to associate each said at least one service to 

at least one of said at least one device: 

This feature was distinguished from Arora, the cited art. in the consideration 
of claim 42. feature (ii ). Atkinson does not supply the missing feature in Arora. the cited prior art, 
related to a distributed database to associate at least one service to at least one device. 

(Hi) conduct, an inquiry of the ad-hoc communications network to 
discover at least one nearby device in said at least one device, the inquiry including an indication 
that said at least one nearby device may include a middleware layer, said middleware layer being 
middleware software for providing appl.cation and service discovery: and 

T his feature was distinguished from Arora. the cited art. in the consideration of 
claim 42, feature (Hi). Atkinson docs not supply the missing feature in Arora. the cited prior art, 
related to an inquiry including an indication that at least one nearby device may include a 
middleware layer. 
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(iv) access the distributed database to determine whether said at least one 

nearby device includes the required service. 

This feature was distinguished from Arora, the cited art. in the consideration 
of claim 35. feature (iii). Atkinson does not supply the missing feature in Arora, ihe cited prior art, 
related to an inquiry including an indication that at least one nearby device may include a 
middleware layer. 

Summarizing, Arora in view of Atkinson fails to disclose the subject matter of the 
above features (i) (viii) for the above indicated reasons. The rejection of claim 3 1 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103 (a) is without support in the cited art. Withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of claim 3 1 
arc requested 

C Dependent Claims 2-11 : 13-22: 24-34: 36-3 8 and 40-41 : 
The subject dependent claims.arc not disclosed or suggested by Arora or Arora in 
view of Atkinson for the same reasons indicated in connection with the consideration of 
independent claims 1.12, 23. 3.1. 35, 3'> and 42. To expedite the prosecution of the application. 
Applicants delay responding to the rejection of dependent claims 2-1 1 ; 1 3-22: 24-34; 36-38 and 
40-41 until the Examiner has ruled on ihe patentability status of independent claims 1, 12. 23. 3 1, 
35, 39 and 42. 

CONCLUSION 

Applicants have demonstrated that the 1*21* network of Arora docs not equate to 
an ad hoc network of devices including; a middleware layer of software for application and 
service discovery., regardless of the device application program interface. Nor does a distributed 
index in a P2P device directing queries to other peer devices in a network equate to a middleware 
layer which receives distributed information describing associations between services and 
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devices. Nor does an index mechanism distributed in peer device? through out a P2I> network 
for directing queries to other index mechanism equate to a middleware layer in devices which 
responds to requests of all devices in a network. Atkinson relates to changing protocol .stack on 
the fly and does not supply the missing middleware Features in Arora. The rejection of claims 1 - 
53 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) or 1 03(a) is not supported in the cited art. fin try of the amendment, 
withdrawal of the rejection, alhnvar.ee of the claims and passage to issue of the application are 
requested. 

A UTHORIZATION 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional Ices which may 
be required for consideration of this Amendment to Deposit Account No. 13,4500, Order No. 
4208-414 8. 

In the event thai an extension of time is required, or which may be required in 
addition to that requested in a petition for an extension of time, the Commissioner is requested to 
gram a petition for that extension of time which is required to make this response timely and is 
hereby authorized to charge any fee for such an extension of time or credit any overpayment for 
an extension of lime to Deposit Account No 13-4500. Order No. 4208,4148. 



Respect fu 1 1 y su b mi tied . 
MORGAN & FIN NEC AN. L.L.P. 



Dated: Sep tember *J*JML B >' : 



"Jose ph C. Redmo ndJr. 
Registration No. 1.8 J 53 

Corresi)0 !ldM^..Addiess : 

Address Associated With Customer Number: 

27123 

(202) 857-7887 Telephone 
(202) 857-7929 Facsimile 
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